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all the three different sources of wealth,'" which is just as misleading. Even the apparently careful transcription of the act of 1597 contains errors such as the substitution of " parties " for " justices."
EDWIN CANNAN
The Village Problem. By GEORGE J. MILLIN. (Swan, Sonnenschein & Co. 1903.) THIS little book is only an old acquaintance, not indeed in a new dress, for the well worn arguments on which it relies are perfectly familiar to us; but expressed nevertheless in so confident a tone, and with such an air of authority, that they may well pass for original with those who are strangers to them. We cannot really undertake at this time of day to enter into any lengthened refutation of that favourite theory of modern socialism known as the "Nationalisation of the Land" which is Mr. Millin's remedy for the rural exodus, proposed with as much self-complacency as if nobody had ever heard of it before. This is a large question, involving what manv think a gigantic absurdity, an opinion on which we say nothing, a short notice of "1 Village Life" by itself being obviously not the place for the discussion of so far-reaching a principle, affecting at different points almost the whole field of national industry: the "unearned increment" for instance being only another form of it. But what we can do in a few words is to point out where Mr. Millin is right and where he is wrong in his facts, so that our readers may decide for themselves how far he is a trustworthy guide on the problemn which he seeks to solve.
On the whole we may allow that his estimate of the causes which underlie the rural exodus is correct enough, seeing that many previous writers have agreed in it, and none have attempted to refute it. " The desire for fuller life, for brighter and brisker existence, for larger earning powers, for more interest and enjoyment--these are among the things that are leading people, especially young people, from the village to the town, and upon the whole they are motives that are not to be deplored or deprecated." This is quite true, though Mr. Millin might have added that not only has the town life these new attractions to offer but that the village life has lost what it once possessed. When, however, we come to his proposed remedies we discover at once that we have to deal with a very superficial observer, who has not lived his life among the peasantry, and has only made inquiries at different times for a particular purpose. No man has ever got at the truth by this process. He is almost sure to be taken in by some one. Now as it is Mr. Millin's object to prove that the whole land of each parish should be in the occupation of the peasantry it is his business of course to disparage allotments. And how does the reader think he does it ? Why, by declaring that wherever allotments are given wages are lowered! He hardly seemns to be aware that the allotment system has been in existence for more than eighty years, and that it is not a mere modern device for reclaiming the labourers. To say that allotments tend to lower wages shows an amount of ignorance of agricultural history during the last century which we should scarcely have believed possible in one professing to instruct us. Allotments had spread widely all over the midland counties before Queen Victoria was crowned, and thirty years ago were the rule and not the exception in England at large. Wages most certainly have risen and not fallen during the same period.
Mr. Millin has been told that an allotment of an eighth of an acre, i.e., half 'a rood, is worth about five pounds a year to the cultivator.
This as a general rule is an exaggeration. He can make that by a quarter of aii acre which is the usual size: and hence Mr. Millin infers that the land in the hands of the tenant farmer yields far less profif than it might easily be made to yield. He totally forgets that the farmer grows wheat, while the allotment holder grows vegetables and perhaps barley for the pig. If Mr. Millin would convert every parish in England into a large market garden, let him say so. He is not always consistent with himself, for in one place he says that Free trade " reduced agricultural profits, ruined many of the weaker farmers, and threw thousands of acres, out of cultivation." This was not its immediate effect. But let that pass. Elsewhere, our Professor reverting to his natural hatred of landlords, says, that the corn laws "did not raise the wages of the labourers or increase the profits of the farmers, it all went into the pocket of the landlords." But if the duty on corn brought no profit to the farmer, how could he be ruined for want of it ? Mr. Millin was perhaps guiltv of an oversight in saying that this was the " immediate" effect of Free trade. And he himself assigns very good reasons for the fact that no such effects did immediately follow the legislation of 1846.
" If Free trade in corn had been the only change at that time, it is at least very doubtful how far the direct benefits of it for the urban section of the population might not have been counterbalanced by the deeper and more widespread distress arising from want of employment in the country. There came, however, other vast ancd mnomentous changes. The railway era had already set in, and we had the good fortune to be first in the field with our iron and coal to meet its demnands. Our mining resources enabled us not only to take full advantage of this tremendous commercial development, but also to get a good start of all the world in engineering and machine making, in textile rhanufactures and in shipbuilding. The sweeping away of the corn laws was no doubt very conducive to our success in all this, and many of the incidental difficulties, which, even Cobden could not deny, resulted from the vast change from long years of Protection to Free Trade, were mitigated by these simultaneous movemnents. It was these developments, of course, which really accounted for the rise of wages in country as well as town, but the credit of which Cobden and others were accustomed to claim for the abolition of Protection."
It is noteworthy that Mr. Millini while scouting any return to protection for the benefit of owners and occupiers of land allows that it might be necessary for the success of his own system: for the village farm. And at this point we come in contact with a question which is one of the most difficult that a statesman can be called upon to solve.
When moral and material considerations come or seem to come into conflict with each other how are we to balance their respective claims ? A few years ago Lord Salisbury told us he did not believe in the economic results of peasant farming, but favoured it for its social good effects: Mr. 'Millin touches the fringe of this question in his chapter on the financial aspects of village farming. But he does not apparently perceive that it is one which may be asked in respect of almost all our national institutions, and that the answer which he gives to it in connection with one system if equally true of another, would be fatal to his whole scheme.
"It is an extremely improbable supposition, but no doubt it is conceivable, that wheat might be selling in the open market for less than its village farm lands could grow it. It would be a tolerably conclusive reason why the village should not attempt to grow for sale, but it should Izot be a reason for giving up growing for food. There are overwhelming reasons why che village should not give it up, even though something might be saved by doing so. Now I know very well that that will be ridiculed as an economic absurdity, and a thing inconsistent with the larger view of the world and universal progress. The new village is to grow its corn at a cost of five and thirty shillings a quarter when it can go into the open market and buy it for thirty shillings. Whether it is absurd or not, depends upon the point of view from which the matter is considered."
Cheapness he thinks may be bought too dear. "Let it always be borne in mind that the best -use of the land is not necessarily that which provides the greatest possible wealth, but that which best promotes the real welfare of the people immediately concerned." He dwells a great deal on the effect of institutions upon character: and clearly shows that moral considerations weigh with him in deciding what is best for the peasantry. But if we allow them to weigh with us in considering what is best for a class, a fortiori must we do so in considering what is best for the nation. Now it has been thought that the moral influence of a great territorial aristocracy like our own on the manners and character and culture of the whole people is decidedly beneficial: to say nothing of its utility as " the cheap clefence of nations," and a nursery of the most enduring kind of patriotism, that namely which is founded on a comnbination of generous sentiment with the consciousness of a great position and all its
